This article deals with the relation between students' knowledge and the national policies concerning assessment of students' knowledge. It is argued, with an historical perspective, that the way Sweden in the 1940s came to assess students' knowledge produced a doxa of normalization as rationalization. This doxa seems badly reflected upon due to the way political, bureaucratic and scientific knowledge production on students' knowledge is and has been organized.
The Formation of an Assessment Culture
My dissertation can roughly speaking be said to deal with the politics of evaluation and assessment. More precisely I am interested in how knowledge at a system level about students' performance and achievement is produced and developed, and if/how this knowledge affects teachers' practice and student learning. In other words I am interested in the formation of knowledge assessments and specific assessment cultures, from both a theoretical and historical perspective. In relation to the present public debate about the Swedish school system I will in my dissertation try to answer questions like: what does the concept of "school result", the systematic use of aggregated assessments of students' knowledge, do to the results of schooling? And how come? I will elaborate on this starting point further on in this article.
Some years ago, working at the National Agency for Education I conducted a study of students' life in school and school's role in life (Skolverket 1999) . This explorative study used letter correspondence between some 50 students and me over three years as a method for collecting data. The students were aged 11 to 17. At the same time some colleagues collected data, also explorative, by asking some 450 students to draw pictures of their feelings about school life (Lind & Åsén 1999) .
Without being specific in our instructions to the students, they were to a high degree free to write and draw what they wanted; we got pretty much the same results from both studies. The letters (and pictures) heavily concerned issues of identity, youth culture, teachers (often described in a positive manner), bullying and harassment etc. But most of all the students wrote and drew paintings about Clearly there is something yoyo-like over how school testing affects the children's self-esteem. The testing also seems to contribute to a very instrumental way to speak of knowledge:
"If you give me 60 numbers in a row on a piece of paper, I can learn them by heart in an hour", one student writes, but he makes no mention of what he might use this knowledge for. Competing with/for the "decimal points of knowledge" sometimes stands explicitly in the way of learning. Another student wrote:
"I think a lot about finishing quickly. If any of my friends finish before me I feel really stressed, and that means I can't concentrate."
Etc, etc. This is probably a lot of what schooling is all about and all it's been about for a very long time, and probably so not only in Sweden. When Talcott Parsons wrote about the school system in the late 50's, he said that it's major function lay along an "axis of achievement" (1957/1964) . To sort out and to make the ones sorted out to accept sorting as something natural. Phillip Jackson wrote in his classical book -Life in classrooms, published in 1968:
Schools are basically evaluative settings … It is not only what you do there but what others think of what you do that is important. Adaptation to school life requires the student to become used to living under constant condition of having his words and deeds evaluated by others (1968/1990:10) .
The thing is, that quite a lot has been done, at least since the seventies, at least in Sweden, to change this picture. The most recent reforms in primary and secondary school tried to promote a new concept of knowledge and school as aiming for "bildning", Bildung ('formation') in a more humanistic and classical way, as changing character (SOU 1992:94) . The students' comments above are in the light of that, both interesting and worrying.
When trying to understand what shapes students self-esteem and their perception of knowledge, especially how evaluations like grades and tests affect the way to comprehend knowledge, I found very little produced by Swedish researchers on the bookshelves. 2 When looking abroad at the United Kingdom and the US I found on the other hand lots of articles and books on this theme. This I thought was quite interesting. What is so typically not Swedish about this topic? This question opens up a much wider question: how is knowledge about what students know produced and shaped, and how does that knowledge, or lack of it, shape the students' knowledge.
When looking at the Anglo-Saxon literature I found critical sociological writings from a Basil Bernstein-like perspective, tying together socio-political structures with student behavior, or what can be called policy analysis on one side, 3 and a more methodological kind of literature dealing mainly with how to change formative evaluation to be a natural part of the learning process on the other side. 4 The latter kind of literature represents a "new paradigm" of classroom evaluations that hopes to stimulate higher order thinking. The main argument within this "new paradigm" is that while we see major curriculum developments in western societies during the 1990's, as well as new constructivist learning theories, we tend to use traditional testing methods. There seem to be needs for new forms of classroom assessment. Lorrie Shepard illustrates this transition in the following illustrative way: Fig. 1 . "An historical overview illustrating how changing conceptions of curriculum, learning theory, and measurement explain the current incompatibility between new views of instruction and traditional views of testing" Shepard (2000:5) .
Until just recently neither the critical nor the developmental paradigm was to be found in Swedish research. Expressed in a different way, it seems like educational policy makers and teacher-training programs during the 1990's, suffered a lack of both scientific knowledge about the situation and knowledge on alternatives. Please note that I am not arguing for an alternative approach: there is still, looking at the international literature, a lack of evidence on the consequences of different kinds of assessment methods (cf. Mehrens 1998).
The change in Swedish curriculum towards more "Bildung" didn't come alone. Through out the 1990s there have also been a lot of reforms changing the steering and control mechanisms for the educational system. We went from a system regulated by central rules to a decentralized goal-oriented system -as did most of the western world (cf. Lindblad & Popkewitz 2001 , Lindblad et al. 2002 . To accompany these changes the government closed down the National Board of Education, Skolöverstyrelsen, and replaced it with a modern knowledge organization, an agency called Skolverket. All in all these changes on a governing level were meant to increase teacher and student influence over day to day matters, which was said to lead to professionalism and efficiency. The National Agency for Education was supposed to collect data and give a picture of conditions in the school system, so that local actors by themselves could make necessary developments. Evaluations were seen as the engine in this new agency (cf. Pettersson & Wallin 1995) .
Politically this can be seen as a way to maintain legitimacy without losing control. The control you had in regulations is now replaced with control through evaluations (cf. Lundgren 1990 , Weiler 1990 . At the same time evaluations were really thought to have an instructional and developmental function, but during the late 1990's this model transforms into something completely else. Evaluations were transformed into quality assurance programs; we saw school inspectors go to work and locally based development was transformed into accountability (e.g. Nytell in this journal). If the intentions of the new agency were to analyze and understand why the educational system worked the way it worked, we today mostly seem to have a public debate about results. For example the agency recently won an award for an Internet site publishing the school results of all schools in Sweden. School results here are aggregated student grades, dropout rates, and results on national tests. We surely seem to have created what in the literature is called a high stake culture, which, somewhat simplified, means: an intense political pressure on school results (e.g. Stake 1998 ).
In the public debate, this is not a big issue. The grading system has a higher legitimacy than ever before (Skolverket 2001) . In the political debate no one raises questions about content. Quality is primarily about results, and the political school debate is mostly about how to control for better quality, better results. There seems to be no alternative. In the Swedish governments latest "plan for development for the educational system" the shift from "input" to "output" is made explicit for example in proposals to remove the demand for local school plans, so that the schools can concentrate on quality assurance reports (Regeringens skrivelse 2001/02:188 pp 12-14). These kinds of suggestions, the strong beliefs in accountability are in this genre of texts mostly based on assumptions and almost never supported by empirically based arguments. The rational, efficiency oriented governance doesn't in other words seem very reflexive. At the same time we can for example see that every second girl at the theoretically oriented programs at upper secondary school complains over a stressful school situation. Since 1997 the experience of stress among all student categories has increased by 10 percent, from 25 percent to 35 percent (Skolverket 2001:94) . These tendencies can also be noticed when it comes to teacher stress (Skolverket 2003b:70) . Of course one should be careful relating this to new ways of governing the school system, but at the same time it seems safe to say that decentralized accountability doesn't seem to reduce student and teacher stress -no matter what causes it.
This far I have in a somewhat simplified way tried to construct a three-headed problem. The first one, about students self-esteem and perception of knowledge related to grades and classroom assessment is well known, the second one indicates a relation between students' experiences and the systematic need for knowledge on a system level about their performance, 5 which lead to the third problem -why this relation is not very well reflected either in Swedish peda-gogical research nor in government reports. One way to understand why we know certain things and not others is to investigate the history of modern societies' knowledge producing institutions. 6 In this article I will try to analyze and discuss how the specific relationship between three such institutions: the Swedish pedagogical research, the politics of education and the school bureaucracy, form what is to be seen as knowledge on students' knowing.
Historical perspective I don't believe history writes itself, especially not when it comes to the history of such politically sensitive institutions as education. Some people have more powers than other in writing it. At the same time I don't believe that governance and state interventions is only about keeping power and manipulating citizens. Working for the state for almost 10 years I truly believe that most Swedish politicians and bureaucrats try to work for improvments, though their reality is bound to certain conditions, social and historical, which prevent them from being as rational as they often believe to be.
In the literature perverse effects on students' self-esteem and on how they conceptualize knowledge often is related to high stake policy and new public management. This also goes for teacher stress. Still I don't think high stake governance is the cause of the situation expressed in the students' experiences as pictured above, although it may have worsened things. I would like to tackle the problem a bit more philosophically, here as well as in my dissertation, as a question of knowledge production. If I change perspective from the world of students and teachers to the system of educational politics, research and bureaucracy it might be interesting to see what kinds of knowledge this system produces on students' performance, and the conditions for this production. I see this system as a system of relations between three different practices with separate logics but with a shared interest in school issues. When its comes to the Swedish history I will argue that the question of high stake performances is related to special ways of thinking co-constructed within this relationship in the early 1900's, and then badly reflected upon due to how this relationship between politicians, bureaucrats and researchers develops from the 1960's till today. In other words, I will show some factors that might explain how a certain doxa -a way to think that you don't think about -establishes itself in the institutional knowledge production and why it's not reflected upon. 8 We could call it the doxa of normalization as rational governance.
9 I will investigate this doxa from the keyhole of assessing student performance. The focus in my historical presentation will be on some formative moments, certainly not all, and definitely not excluding other kinds of historical explanations. Formative moments in this analysis will be when decisions are made that change the course of history; that is when I can show with a counter factual argument that other decisions or lines of events could have had other effects, or when it is possible to say that a decision or lines of action have clear consequences that otherwise would not have come.
10 This method of analyzing history tends to be speculative. Its strengths do not lie in describing historical events in their full complexity but rather in disclosing the naturalization of arbitrariness, or pointing at circumstantial factors, in specific belief systems.
A way to make this history slim enough for an article is to focus on the development of Swedish educational research. There is also another reason for choosing this perspective: since the beginning the Swedish educational research aimed at being supportive to both teacher training and educational policy.
Part I: The formation of an assessment culture 100 years ago the Swedish government decided that we needed a teachertraining program based on educational research. At that time one could only study pedagogy within the field of philosophy. Even psychology was taught within the frames of philosophy. When pedagogy was separated from philosophy to support teacher training, psychology came along. This was not the case in for example Norway and Finland, where psychology became a discipline in its own right. This close relationship with psychology clearly affected how pedagogy developed between 1910 and 1948.
The first Swedish professor in pedagogy Bertil Hammar (1877 -1929), had however a broad perspective on what the new discipline should be about. When he is installed as professor at Uppsala University 1910 one can clearly see the influence from both philosophy and psychology for the new discipline in his inauguration lecture (Lindberg & Berge 1988:32-39) . He says that pedagogy has three major directions, firstly it shall investigate the goals for education, secondly the processes of education and thirdly education as a social phenomenon. At that time the first area was related to philosophical speculations, the second one was related to a psychology clearly influenced by the natural sciences, and the third area
Hammer relates to what he calls social pedagogy and history. This last track seems to be something like the lectures Durkheim gave on the history of education. Hammer clearly wants to give the teachers at the teacher-training program a historical foundation.
The second professor installed in pedagogy, Axel Herrlin (1880 Herrlin ( -1937 , is clearly more psychologically oriented in his view of pedagogy. In the lecture he gives 1912 when installed as a professor he speaks about "psychology giving the same scenery as the natural sciences. It starts with describing and systemizing its material, continues with an explanation… and tries to give an exact formulation of causality…" (Lindberg & Berge 1988:40, my 
translation).
Experiment as method came to be the only criterion for objectivity and truth. The Phd-students of Herrlin mostly dealt with intelligence and differential psychology. Hammers Phd-students were more teacher oriented and historically interested. Most of them, however, didn't stay in the academic world after completing their dissertation, they went to the teacher-training programs, often as principals, and therefore had little influence on the development of educational research. In total four of these early days Phd-students of Herrlin and Hammer reached the academic level of associated professor ('docent') and all four were oriented towards psychology (Dahllöf 1984) . In 1919 a third professor was installed, Gustav Jaederholm (1882 -1936 , who was famous for introducing the Swedish children to the Binet et Simones intelligence test a few years earlier. In his dissertation he had complemented the test with the statistical methods of Karl Pearson, so that it now was possible to use the test also as a means of determining the normal distribution of intelligence among the children (Jaederholm 1914 ). Jaederholm didn't publish much but came to "missionize" his findings through seminars and lectures all over the western part of Sweden (Agrell 1952) . Hammer died early and since most of his graduates went to the teacher-training programs, what he stood for didn't really affect the academic side of pedagogy. Instead the Herrlin-influenced pedagogy came to dominate the discipline. A colleague of Herrlin, Rudolf Anderberg (1892 -1955 , succeeded Hammer 1932. There were now a psychological dominance within the discipline, which becomes clear when pedagogy 1948 was split into two disciplines, psychology and pedagogy. Four out of four professors choose to go to the new discipline, psychology (cf. Dahllöf 2003) .
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When it comes to teacher training, the traces of this psychological research interest are very clear, as shown bellow. Sweden was among the first countries to translate, Binet, Kretschmer, Spearman and to use their thought on children and knowledge, in the teacher training programs (Berlin 1965:338ff Psychology enters the scene around 1914 and clearly dominates, in different forms, the training after 1937. The history of education becomes less important than focusing on the teachers possibilities to produce children for the future (cf. Berlin 1965:311f) . But the coin also has another side. In the 1930's the way the school system was organized became problematic due to an increasing number of students and the increasing importance of social-liberal thought. Sweden had a parallel system in which the students went from elementary school to junior secondary school at a different age depending on their abilities, who they were and where they lived. This parallel system was hard to organize and the government wanted a unified system. One of the most important questions to solve then became at what age do we know enough about the children's intellectual capacity to recommend further education or a fast lane to working life.
The mother of Swedish social engineering, Alva Myrdal (1902 Myrdal ( -1986 claimed that differentiation wasn't a political issue, but a scientific (Lindensjö & Lundgren 2000:48) . The four professors of pedagogy were asked to give an answer to the problem of differentiation, which they did 1943 (SOU 1943:19) . Three of them, John Landquist (1881 -1974 ), David Katz (1884 -1953 and Rudolf Anderberg recommended differentiation at the age of eleven; the fourth one, John Elmgren (1904 Elmgren ( -1990 recommended that differentiation should start at the age of thirteen. The teachers at secondary grammar school preferred the eleven-year suggestion and the teachers at elementary school went with the thirteen-year suggestion. The question of early or late differentiation became wildly debated. The government then decided that the question should be given an answer through experiments or try-outs. This was the starting point for two things, firstly an overall tendency to hire researchers to answer political questions, in other words: a close companionship was established between the politicians and the researchers. Secondly, when giving answers the researchers relied on the theories and methods they were accustomed to, which in this case were American intelligence testing and German theories of adolescence. Katz and Landquist were slightly more German in their thinking, and the other two used more references to American research.
During the war some of the researchers worked at the institute for military psychology, at the time directed by Katz, where they came in contact with the American army alpha test developed by Spearman. One of them was Torsten Husén, a student of Landquist, who soon became very influential in the Swedish debate, and also became one of the driving forces behind international comparative studies of IEA. Husén shows in his dissertation from 1944 great familiarity with both the German thinking and the American methodologies. By using statistical methods on a representative material, while criticizing Charlotte Bühlers concept of youths, he normalized a perspective on youths that at the time was held by Nazi researchers like Erich Jaensch. According to this view youths are not capable of self evaluation, their character has to be determined or judged by the adults -preferably the military or the scientists (Husén 1944 , cf. Stafseng 1996 .
Large-scale intelligence testing was promoted as an instrument for differentiating the students, but soon to be abolished. Another researcher, Fritz Wigforss (1886 -1953 , found that the grades given by the teachers at elementary school were almost as good as intelligence tests to sort out the students that had the capacity to go on to further education (SOU 1938 :29, SOU 1945 . Wigforss believed that the grading of students could become even more objective if teachers were trained in measuring student performance. He attempted to use testing not to replace but to improve teachers' judgment, and also to improve their teaching. In 1939 he published a book called "knowledge tests" (Kunskapsprövningar), with the aim to support teachers in their everyday practice of assessing students knowledge. This book was reprinted several times till at least 1966. What might be of some interest here is that Wigforss didn't serve at any of the four universities but at the Rostad Teachers College in Kalmar, as an assistant professor ('lektor'). 12 In other words he can be said to have tried to affect teacher assessment practice from inside the profession. In the school year of [1943] [1944] Wigforss got the responsibility from the National Board of Education to develop standardized test to be used in the whole country to support teachers' grading. When he died this responsibility was given to Torsten Husén at the Stockholm Institutet of Education.
The teacher grades were at this time officially given the status as selection instruments and national tests were developed as a way to ensure equality within the system (all according to Wigforss suggestions). When I looked at the debate in teacher union magazines from the 1940's I found something interesting. When teacher grades are said to be equal to IQ-tests in their capability to predict student success, they seem to get the status of objective measurements of intelligence. Since the political debate is about making a fair system for everybody, the teachers also can be said to become guardians of equality. Grades are seen as intrinsically good and since they are objective and since it is the right of the adult to judge the youths, one don't need to reflect upon them. Educational practice adopts political and scientific ways of thinking. The practice of grading in itself doesn't change but it gets a different status and is used for other reasons. Grades become political, of more social importance than educational. In the late 40s one could see the following social democrat slogan: "Brilliant but poor, give him the same opportunities" (Hadenius 1990 ). This was a way of thinking that also the teacher unions could use in promoting their own status; the teachers became welfare builders on a micro level (Lundahl 2003) . Assessing students now has become a joint venture for politicians, researchers and teachers.
To sum up: pedagogy can probably be said to have become a science with the help of psychological concepts somewhat contaminated by the belief system of natural science. The ways the researchers comprehended knowledge and learning clearly affected teacher training. Politicians working for objective fairness and equality approved this psychological perspective on student performance and their abilities, which gave it and the researchers social legitimacy. In exchange the politicians could gain legitimacy as seeming rational. Except for the strong beliefs of the possibility to really measure student minds, this sociopolitical factor might have been one reason for researchers not to study the practice of grading as such. Another reason might be that the researchers were fully occupied evaluating the results of the experimentation phase that preceded the implementation of the unified school system. There are also good reasons for the teachers not to see this knowledge production as a problem. A certain doxa, "thought style", is formed, saying that in the name of equality you may go pretty far in objectifying students' minds. Researchers and teachers become guardians of "true equality". This was the hey-day of Swedish social engineering, totally neglecting the counter concept of equality -freedom (cf. Nilsson 1994) .
Even though the psychological way to look upon students and their knowledge went trough dramatic changes in the years to come, the ill-considered evaluation of students performances continues -but for other reasons.
Part II: The transformation towards a high stake assessment culture
In the late 1950's we finally get a decision for a unified school system. This puts an end to the close relationship between the government and the researchers. The social liberal politicians don't need to hire researches anymore for legitimizing equality, but at the same time they have seen the benefits of good evaluations. The National Board of Education now builds its own unit for test development, which starts to produce tests in 1965. From the perspective of the researchers the long collaboration with the government led to an interest in the relation between national curriculum and its outcomes. Even though sometimes still working directly for the government the researchers now tend to develop a more critical approach to educational policy. They started to criticize the system in a fairly constructive way, for example for having inbuilt conflicts between different goals. So, at some time during the 1960's Swedish pedagogy gets some autonomy in relation to the politicians. This is the starting point for the Swedish research tradition: curriculum theory and its specialty, the frame factor theory developed by Urban Dahllöf and Ulf P. Lundgren.
During the 1970's and 1980's Swedish pedagogical research got more diversified. The teacher-training programs, which got their own research departments during the 1960's, now intensified their research focusing on for example different school subjects and subject related instruction (didactics). University researchers turned to for example special education, adult education, child education and other kinds of questions. Still the research was more problem driven than driven by disciplinary bounds (Härnqvist 1997) . While some researchers were occupied by micro-level problems others mainly focus on macro-level issues. The curriculum theory tradition tried to connect macro-level analysis with micro-level analysis, which during the 1980's came to expression as a research interest in curriculum evaluation. At the same time the school system started to be criticized, from the left for not giving equal chances to everybody and from the right for not giving the necessary competences for trade and industry (Lindensjö & Lundgren 1986:47) . During the 1970's many of the social sciences, as is well known, turned away from positivism and behaviorism. The evaluation carried out at the National Board of Education, now almost completely separated from the field of research, didn't catch up with this change of direction. Still in the 1980's, evaluation at the National Board of Education was pretty much stuck with simple input -output analysis. As a result, by the end of the 1980's there still had not been any major evaluation of the school system, only several small ones. In the late 1980's five professors representing the field of curriculum theory wrote a book attacking the Board's department of evaluation (Dahllöf et al 1989) . Two of them, Ulf P Lundgren, and Sigbritt Franke-Wikberg 14 were at the time international authorities in research on curriculum evaluation.
At the National Board of Education one could also find advanced plans for programmatic training, a kind of hard-core behaviorism inspired by B. F. Skinner and Robert Glaser (Härnquist 1997:262) . This angered both a new generation of researchers with a spirit of the 1968 movement, and teachers and students to the degree of massive resistance towards anything that looked instrumental, such as the grades (e.g. Broady 1981 , cf. Englund 1986 . If I may speculate, I think this spirit might explain why grades, testing etc wasn't okay to investigate, or to teach about in teacher training during the 1970's and 1980's. The things you didn't like got ignored not explored. If we on one side have the instrumental studies of knowledge it looks like a lot of the critical writers during these turbulent years turned to the other side where we have questions of democratization and socialization.
All in all the criticism aimed at the school system as such and its governing system the National Board of Education during the 1970's and 1980's was too much to bear for the minister of education. He decided that the school system should be reformed, at the same time the political governing system was to be changed. Here of course other societal trends and reforms played a great partthe welfare-system as a whole was under revision. Guidelines for a new curriculum were drawn up by a government committee, with Ulf P. Lundgren as chairman. In this process the national board of education was as I mentioned before closed down and replaced with the National Agency for Education. Ulf P. Lundgren was picked to be the director general. According to the new philosophy of decentralization and in line with Lundgren's special competence the governing of the school system now was supposed to function through flows of information and knowledge, in other words with a great trust in the potential of rational acting. The department of evaluation was in the beginning the largest department at the agency. A couple of years after putting Lundgren at the agency for education, the government put Sigbritt Franke Wikberg to direct the National Agency for Higher Education. This can be seen as a formative moment, because then two of the most influential researchers within the field of curriculum and evaluation became chief bureaucrats. One effect could be that the research they represented dissolved and in fact there is really not much research to be found on the reforms implemented throughout the 1990's, until just recently (e.g. Wahlström 2002 , Bohman 2002 , Nihlfors 2003 . There was no research program left that had to the same extent the explicit interest in tying together classroom knowledge production (teaching -learning) with political studies.
Another effect of making these agencies more "science like" was, I believe, that scientific concepts now were transformed into bureaucratic ones. To speculate even further I believe when doing that, they cease to undergo continual selfreflection, which is the characteristic feature of the scientific community (cf. Bourdieu 1973 Bourdieu /1991 . The concept of evaluation, for example, lost some of its clearness. As a scientific concept it was clear that evaluation worked along constructions of values. As a bureaucratic concept it became associated with truth telling. Evaluation also turned to be something that anyone can do; it became popularized. This conceptual vagueness opens up for politicians to do whatever they want under the name of evaluation, as I soon will show. The state absorbs concepts. This is according to Reinhart Koselleck and the German line of concept historians a historical fact and the natural process of societal rationalization (Koselleck 1985 (Koselleck , 2000 , but does it also mean that the state at the same time absorbs criticism? The Norwegian sociologist Thomas Mathisen (1982) thinks so. Anyhow, this "conceptual blurriness" of course makes the every day work of the researcher harder, but not only that, there is a risk that scientific concepts become instruments in arenas where other forms of communication are better suited (a theme in the writings of Habermas). Expressed differently, ana-lytical concepts used in a descriptive way risk becoming "prescriptive" (Lakoff & Johnson 1999:527f) . A third effect might have been that knowledge produced by the agency in certain areas will make these areas unattractive for researchers not willing to associate themselves with the agency, or simply because the agency already made "the discovery". If you want to state your autonomy as a researcher today you would probably not choose a subject related to the agency's interest areas.
The Swedish government created a rational agency in constant need for knowledge, and which tends to absorb science. That by itself is not enough to understand the high stake situation of today, but maybe why it is so hard to see. On one hand Sweden created more transparency in the school system, on the other hand the concepts used to describe what we now can se, are diffuse, a mixture of analytical clearness and political rhetoric. This is probably an expected rationalization seen from the historical perspective of the development of bureaucracy (cf. Nybom 1988 , Nybom & Torstendal 1989 , but it might be interesting to discuss how/if it came to "backfire" in the terms of a poor knowledge production and the production of a high stake culture.
The reforms coincided with a financial crisis in Sweden. The Swedish municipalities had a hard time keeping their budget. This made the implementation of the reforms move slowly. Since the new agency was very good at gathering information about the development in the school system, this was shown in lots of reports, which, one can only guess, made the government nervous -one should also take into account a sensationalistic journalism willingly writing about "a school system in crises". In 1997 the government wrote a "plan for development" in which different kinds of instruments for quality assurance are put forward, for example inspectors and more national tests. Having support for the concept of evaluation this shift towards something completely different passed unnoticed in the public debate. One way to put this is to say that the government turns the instruments developed to support the citizens and the professional actors at school against them as instrument of control. A mirror gets a totally other function when we understand that someone stands on the other side actually looking at us through the mirror… and making judgments.
The transformation towards what I have called a high stake assessment culture is seen in the rhetoric of the government. One of the employees at the national agency for education has for example made a simple word count on the use of words like audit ['granskning'] , control ['kontroll'] , development ['utveckling'] , evaluation ['utvärdering'] and quality ['kvalitet'] in the governments text "plan for development " 1994 " (Björnsson 2003 . His word count clearly shows that words like audit, control and quality become more frequent while the use of the term evaluation decreases: The simple word-count indicates a centralization and new direction in knowledge production -from knowledge as information for deliberation to knowledge as facts for control. This shift in the politics of evaluation and assessment is not followed by a shift in measurement procedures, which could have been a way to avoid a high stake situation (cf. Royal statistical society 2003). Instead, when looking at the task given to the agency to develop national tests we can see the same tendencies. In 1994 the government issued a "warning" considering the use of national tests, in which the agency had to be careful not to let the test affect the teaching practice. In 1999 the national test suddenly were said to be used for exactly this purpose, among of course other purposes (cf. Skolverket 2003a:31-37). Even if one probably can state that the government shows little interests in investigating the potential backfire related to this new form of governance, the agency has recently started to show some interest. In the Activity plan for 2004 there are a few projects looking into the use of national tests and quality assurance indicators. It will be interesting to see to what extent they will manage to be self-reflexive, that is to analyze if and how the agency and the government is a part of the problem.
Still one cannot expect that a national agency will shoot the government from behind. Locking abroad the critical voices related to this kind of new public management comes from the field of research related to evaluation and assessment. There might be an interesting relationship between the high stake policies and the way the practical work with national tests and course plan development is organized in Sweden. During the time 1940 something to 1984 national tests were more or less produced at the national board of education (Lindblad 1991) . The new agency decided to let researchers produce these test with full financial support from the state. This of course made the tests much better, more valid than before but it is also important to ask what this meant for the possibility to stimulate critical research on the effects of these kinds of test -given that Sweden is a rather small country. If showing that national tests are counter productive in relation to national goals it could lead to problem financing the staff, and even if it would be allowed to be critical, which I believe it is, there wouldn't be much time left to be it if its not in the budget. The more critical stand taken in the VALUTA-project driven by two of the test-constructing research departments (see note 2) is not financed by the National Agency for Education. Note that I am not saying that there is a correlation between the lack of critical knowledge and this way of organizing the construction of national tests, but I am raising the question.
Making governance more science-like might also have some political side effects. Now it isn't only the national tests that are produced outside the agency. Teams of experts construct even the course plans -detailed plans on what is to be taught in school. Though of course the agency has the chief responsibility for both national tests and course plans, this way of organizing the practical work with the curriculum can have the effect that the government loses control over the contents supposed to be learned. The politicians lose control over the knowledge reproduction within the school system. This has a democratic side effect: the questions of school content are hidden in expert systems, and there is no way for opposing politicians to come up with alternatives. Maybe this is one reason why the public debate is all about having schools that perform better and better. Content can no longer be a political issue, only results can. A positive effect for the school politicians would be that this is an easier way to go. No one would criticize a politician for wanting better quality. But it will be up to teachers and students to find out exactly what "better quality" means. The main question would then be what kinds of knowledge could they use in this process?
When Sweden got this rational agency for education, buying services from a now pluralistic research field it didn't just occupy the workforce of researchers with state related research, but might also have drained the market of topics that might be of interest for researchers. The knowledge produced in school related topics is today filtered through the logic of a state agency. Although this often is seen to be valid knowledge, well used in teacher-training programs and by researchers (see for example the number of references made to Skolverket in this article), it seldom reflects on the effect that educational policy and state agency have on school practice. The knowledge produced by the agency provides neither the practitioners of teaching nor the government with knowledge on the relation between them, at least not when it comes to more unintended aspects of the relationship. How come that rational thinking neglects thinking rationally over its own production of knowledge? I've tried to show on some formative moments that seem to have strengthened the doxa of normalization as rationalization, but I have also indicated that this is not a static condition. A knowledge driven society will at some point find itself standing face to face with the consequences of its own rationality.
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To sum up, we could call the different formative moments happening during the period from 1900 to 1950 the first rationalization of the institutional knowledge production. This is when processes of forming educational policies, educational research and education as such, form what is to be seen as knowledge on student performance. Three different educational practices came together and co-produced a certain kind of knowledge. It's inherently good to measure and compare students' knowledge and the relationship between the producers is functional, so there is really no need for reflection. In the 1960's and 1970's these practices un-couple, separate from each other. They undergo different rationalization processes, in this case processes that seem to strengthen the science and weaken the politics of education and its national board. One could say that the latter got over-rationalized -saw technical rationality as the only form of rationalityand became far too instrumental and technocratic to uphold social legitimacy (cf. Habermas 1973 , 1987 , von Wright 1986 . We could call this the second rationalization. When reforming the educational system in the late 1980's the politics of education and educational research meet again through a new kind of bureaucracy, a knowledge-based organization called Skolverket. This we could call the third rationalization, which strengthens the politics and the bureaucracy but seems to weaken the field of educational research through the process of including research tying together macro and micro level analysis and including research related to school topics. This is a way of encapsulating the critical potential of science but the question is what will happen when the government's "frame of references", to borrow from Niklas Luhmann (1995) , become narrower.
I wouldn't say that the main reason for the high stake situation in Sweden today is caused by our long tradition of instrumental rationalism based on the procedures of normalization; social engineering. But I would say that this probably worsens the situation. I believe that with the history we had in the educational field we are always at risk of being over-rationalized, with both political and educational effects. The three practices I examined here are compared to the international scene without knowledge on alternatives when it comes to calibrate assessment policy in relation to its consequences, and to some extent, they seem without knowledge that there are alternatives to be found. Of course, the most complicating factor is that these practices seems organized in such a way, to some degree due to the smallness of the country, that their relationship will counteract this kind of knowledge production. Without production of knowledge on the cause and effects of high stake governance the public debate tends to be hollow and teachers and students risk being confused and stressed out. At the same time it seems like when over-rationalization goes to far, lead to too many "pervert effects", researchers and now lately also the Agency start to produce critical knowledge. This scenario would be in line with arguments put forward by Habermas (1987) and might explain why there is more critical knowledge to be found abroad; USA and England probably became over-rationalized at an earlier point (and for other reasons; sometimes called neo-liberalism -emphasizing the concept of freedom and neglecting the concept of equality). Still one has to wonder, why "learning communities" like the three practices examined in this article have had such difficulties learning from other countries' experiences of trying to make assessment policies work.
Notes
1 The grading system in Swedish schools was reformed during the 1990s; in the old system, students were graded on an ascending scale running from 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest grade; in the new system the grades are Non-Pass, Pass, Merit and Distinction, with Distinction being the highest grade. The old grading system was based on the thinking of normal distribution and relative ranking while the new system of grades is goal-related, i.e. the grades relate pupils' knowledge and achievements to the goals set out in the syllabuses. 2 For some recent exceptions from this somewhat categorical statement see Svingby 1995 , Ljung & Pettersson 1998 , Skolverket 2002a , 2002b , 2003a 5 This second problem can also be expressed through the teachers assessment practice, that is, to what extent does teachers assessing practice change when political, scientific and bureaucratic knowledge production change. 6 One characteristic that separates modern societies from traditional societies is distinctively defined by Anthony Giddens (1991) as the "institutionalized reflexivity"; the systematic, regulated, use of knowledge on social conditions. 7 The model looks more exclusive and closed than I think it should be. Think of it as a construction of my departure. 8 Pierre Bourdieu who claims that every established order tends to produce the naturalization of its own arbitrariness informs this definition of doxa. When there is a "quasi-perfect" correspondence between the objective description of the world order and the subjective principles of understanding and organizing this world, the natural and social world appears as self-evident. It is this experience Bourdieu calls doxa, to be distinguished from an orthodox or heterodox belief implying awareness and recognition of the possibility of different or antagonistic beliefs (Bourdieu 1977 (Bourdieu /2002 . 9 Speaking with Foucault we can probably talk about grading and assessment as processes of normalizing judgments as a way of normalizing differentiation. At the centre of these processes we find the concept of normality: "it refers individual actions to a whole that is at once a field of comparison, a space of differentiation and the principle of a rule to be followed. It differentiates individuals from one another, in terms of the following overall rule: that the rule be made to function as a minimal threshold, as an average to be respected or as an optimum towards which one must move. It measures in quantitative terms and hierarchizes in terms of value the abilities, the level, the 'nature' of individuals. It introduces, through this 'value-giving' measure, the constraint of a conformity that must be achieved. Lastly, it traces the limit that will define difference in relation to all other differences, the external frontier of the abnormal" (1977/1991:182f) . At the same time that assessments can be seen as judgments effecting students minds, it can also be seen as evaluations or the reflexive part of rational governance. "Normalization as rational governance" therefore intends to express the same kind of power/knowledge relation Foucault tells about through out Discipline and Punish. 10 See Pierson 1996 for methodological issues concerning historical institutional analysis of this kind. 11 See Kjell Härnquist 1997 for a comprehensive account of the history of the Swedish pedagogy (in English). 12 He was also the brother of Ernst Wigforss, the Swedish social democratic minister of finance during 1925 -1926 and 1932 -1949. 13 See Kilpatrick and Johansson 1994 for a careful investigation of the legacy of Fritz Wigforss. 14 Professor in the science of education at Umeå university 1982 Umeå university -1995 See Habermas 2001 for an illustration on system level learning.
